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The forlulation of public:policy atfecting children
requires the participation of a wide spectrum of psychological
experts. This should include both- investigator and practitioner,

" since ‘each has something isportant to contribute to the discussion.
The psychologist may contribute to policy analysis and debate in the
role of expert or as advocate..It is important to distinguish between'

- these roles, -being particularly.careful to avoid equating vigor of

ajvocacy with certainty of scientific judgment. It is also important

to establish a mechanism by which the view of psychologists can be
most effectively forlulated and exp:essed. (Author)
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A marked featuxe of sociopoi&tipél activity .in recent years
has been the effort to. foster the 1le al pollt1ca1 and social-

psycholog1ca1 status of various droups that have;, h1storlca11y,
[

been dlsenfranchlsed d1scr1m1nated agalnst, and denied the1r

h 4

1Y

. . ' [}
other ethnic minorities, and women has been extended to include
g A

4 .
children. This, increased awareness of children's rights is one

-»

factor ¢contributing to ‘contemporary ferment regarding'pﬁblic
policies for children (N. Feshbach & S. Feshbach, Note 1).

An even-more salient factor has been the federal investment in

i

educational,ahealth and welfare programs designed to meet the

*

needs of various grouos of children during the past two decades.
‘Fgrther, changes in the;social structure such as the iqcreasipg
proporti$n~of single mothers and women in ‘the labor ﬁarket,have
created additional -pressures- for federal suﬁport for éariy care i

tak1ng and early educational resources ;or young ch11dren. Psy—

. chologlsts have become centrally involved in these social and

.

: educatlonal rssues iR several dlfferent capac1t1es——as developers
. . L . . ‘ 5

‘ * *
and,-as evaluators of programs,'as experts testifyiqg on the

efficacy of various procedures and programs and as advocates
fof chleIen. '
However, the entrance of psychologlsts into the de01s10n.

maklng arena of publlc pollcx affectlng ch11dren, despite its

]

legitimate rlgh&s. The helghte{ed consciousnessg* regardlng blacks,'
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Jimportance and necessity; cannct be described as a harmonious

procession. The marChers, to extend the metaphor, are frequenfiy -

’

put of step and occasionafly even tr1p each. other, some feel they.
have earned, or perhaps 1nher1ted the prerogatlve of leading
the parade while others are attempting to challenge the elr-
appolnted drumnm majors and majorettes. ?urther, there areVstill .
many who are not only reluctant to enter the procession but’'who
are engaged in v1gorous egforts to d}scourage others from parti-
c1pat10n. The confllct, confusjon and cacophony that, in our
opinion, characterlzes our d1sc1p11ne s surrent posture regardlng
the role of pollcy does not serve the best interests of psychology.
More mmportant, it does not serve the best interests of chlldren
-anc; the1r ﬁam111es. ' ’ - ! !

It is the thésls of th1s paper that the formulatlon of’ publlc
‘pol1cy aﬁfectlng chlldren requlres the part1c1patlon of a wide,

spectrum of psycbologlcal experts.-fThe latter should 1nclude both

*

the basic researcher and the applied pract1tloner, each of whom ‘ .

has someth1ng 1mportant to contrlbute to. th1s dlsCusslon. Psy—
choieglsts may contr1bute to policy analysis and debate 1n the, role
of expert or as advocate. We shall cons1der the 1mportance of

d1st1ngu1sh1ng between these roles, whi le. be1ng part1cularly care-

- -~ -

ful to avpid.ejuating vigor of advocacy with certainty of scientific
' judgment, However, it ‘is our contention that in the last analysis,

all psychologists working" w1th children have the responsibility of

functioning as advocates for children. Both children and the )

ORI A
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profession will benefit from this process-bch}ldren, through«the

articulation of‘their needs,%nd effqrts in their behalf by pro-,
. 5 . .

fessignals, andﬂthe/iatter, through the sharpening of values and
“\ the interchange of diverse views that policy/analysis entails. .
- .There are maPy questlons that can be ralsed 1n regard to the

p“Sychologlst s role in the area of publlc pohc;/ for ch11dren.

;

~

—t
We shall focus ¢n two?lssues. the first is addressed to a clarlfi-

.

cation of roles--of the psychologist as expert, as advocate, and -

/

as a participant iﬁ'pblicy analysis and policy making. The second
LY . . M - ‘ )
is concerned with-a consideration of who shall furction as. an expert

and/or as.an advocate, and the.mechanism by which the views of

r

psycholOglsts can be most effectlvely formulated and ekpressed.

- . The diyerse roles that psychologlsts assume in the publicg

- +

pOlle process--as experts, as advocates, &s pochy part1c1pants,
are all clearly related. Nevertheless, there are important dis-

tinctions among them, distinctions that when ignored may confuse
. “. '
the public and create problems for the profes ign. The role of

14

"expert" is a techhical one, drawing upon the specializediﬁraining
énd experiences that define the'profession The psychologlst’
: knowledge of relevant research 11terature, Tpthodologlcal sophis-

tzcatlon ahd cllnlcal and reélated competen01es, prov1de the

1

ingredients of his or her expertlse. ‘ These skllrs are used

for evaluative purposes when the'psychdlegist is called upon to

. , p ' Z - .
function in the role of expert. The evaluation may range from
e X
appraising the research literature pertinent to some issue affecting
- o _ l -
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chlldren, and assess1ng the llﬁbly utility of a proposed proce-

- duge for ach1ev1ng a: partlcular behav1oral goal, to suggestlng a

recommended course of action. | g, o ',

A “The psychologlst as advocate, 1n\contrast to the expert

< e

role may be conceptuallzed as an effort extended by .a professional
3 \

in behalf «of particular needs of children or !h effort to realize

particular valﬁes that affect cbildren While the

overlap in some ways, they dlffhr 1n several ;hnét onally signi—

L.
- f1cant respects The expert, tradltlonally, is reactive, being=

'ltYpiCally called upon . to render a judgment. - The advocate,'however,
s s . Ll

is engaged in the active-: pursult'or defense of a program believed
to be in the interests of children. Thus, psychologists’engaged in

. the effort to eliminate the use of corporal punishment in public-
'schools have sought out opportunities to testify, have disseminated}

—

. through art1cles and publlc addresses, the argrments aga1nst the

-

L

use of corporal punishment an& have prom lcated alternat1ve modes

of discipline and behavior coptrol (N. Feshbach, et al. Note 2).

. s . .
However, some experts, concerned about\the degree of scientific
LI = r

A

support for-alleged deleterzous consequences of qorporal punlshhent,

s have been loath to commit/themselves in regard to ti'E JAssue. |
[ ' , 4
b’ ~ Experts, w1th some)unfortunate exceptlons, in genéral, remain,

close to the theoretlcal and emp1r1cal bases for thelr Judgments'~

probablllt@es and qhallflcatldns are axtached to the1r statemehts.

Advocates whlle possibly rema1n1ng close to the1r data. base,

"have cﬁbsen ‘a course/of actlon. In, the expert ro}e, the ev1dentiary

. -
- . - \ .
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sbatus of a prqposltlon is prlmary., In the advocacy role,, the..
l

needs }of ch11d1¢bn, and other groups as well, assume‘a hlghezj position -

e —
N
-
t

in the valqe hierarchx: - . ;
o Ungortuhately, roie béhavior-in theffeal world is coéples and f ‘
does. not neatly accord with he distj‘nctions that have been made.
Some~advocates‘function orimafily as.eﬂberts restricting their '

[

advocacy role to a review of the ev1dence supportlng a partlcular‘

policy p051tlon Some experts may become very act1ve in the1r

opposition to advocacy, .sos.much $o that they are esseﬁtmagly fun- "/”

\ \ , 7
ctioning as advocatds. Thus experts" wlg may actlvely'campal /
to block the American Psychological Association from taking a ~

1 -‘ * ' . he
» F

r'position on the use qf corporal punishment in the schools are
ihplici;ly adopting an advocacy role in support of the status quo. _-_
Whether or not their advocacy is based upon the belief that the
sc1ent1f1c ev1dence does not ‘warrant a change in this partlcular

soc1a1 pollcy or the be11ef that the elimination of can1ng in

British schools is. a symptom if not the cause of Britain;s economic

[ s s . s . i
and polltlcal decline, the effect is the ‘same: support of current!
1nst1tut10na1 practices in regard to corporal punlshment In brief,

we-.cannot eschew the advocacy role. Thid is’a matter that will
be considered again at the-conclusion of this paper', d 2 _

To illustrate further differences between the expert and

- ’ - ‘e ‘ \ .
‘ radvocate roles, it is useful to examine ‘these rdles in the context

)

- of a broad policy issue such as federal subsidy of\daycare centers.
N * ¥ ‘ »

)

"The adoption of such.a program entails-a number.of considerations—-

t
. . .

[
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. political, economlc, soc1a1, educat10na1 and psychologlcal and the

pollcy maker draws upon experts from ali of these areas toarr;ve’

——

at a decrs;on. Within ‘the edpcatlonal-gsychologlcal domain, there
»
are a var1ety of quest;ons concerning wh1ch expert evaluations and.

inferences are pertinent. What are the developmental effects of

participation in daycare programs?! Are these effects short-lived )

‘

or enduring? How does such pé ticipatioh by the child affect the
family structgre; particularly ‘the child's relationship with the
other family membérs? What are the differences in the pattern-

of the child's development between participation in daycare centers,
‘ L4 . -
versus attendance at a home nursery or being raised at .home *by a

51ngle parent who does not work, or being ra;ped in an intact two

parent. family structure'> What are the a&ternat;ves for the single

>
parent who must erk'> what are the psycholog1ca1 effect5~of not

prov1d1ng daycare on the care giver? These guestlons are not .
exhaustlve or sufficient. A statement of effects without a speci-
) ’

fication of condition$ is only half an answer; and in this case

“half may be worse. than none. Thus we would want to know whether

-

var1at10ns in daycare centers result in substantial d1fferences

Voo

in developmental outcomes. Can we specify the properties of a
S 4

-

quality daycare program and formulate minimal and ideal standards?

. Are ‘there.significant individual differences in the effects of

L

' daycare? Can.we, -Or perhaps more to the point, need we ideﬂtiff

children for whom daycare‘is.an'undesirable alternative? And there
. . e s

are, of course, still other variables, pertaining to. personnel

»
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' . requirements, training, Hbcal'autonomy, and s6 on, ‘that need to
- . - } v . . .
be evaluated by the‘psydhoIogist
. " In respond1ng to these questlons, the expert draws upon two
~ . primary souxces of data-—that prov1ded by research f1nd1ngs and )

-~

that provided by professlonay observatlons. " We wish to emphaslze
v,

! the p01nt that tH/e observatlons gathered in the c,ouruof profes- g

T sional experlence as well as. the obserVat}ohs obtained 'in the course
of sc1ent1f1c studles are relevant tothe formulatrgn of empert Judg:
mentsb in regard to the daycare 1ssue,‘professlonal observatlons

o {%; be usefully divided into two sub-sets, those based on the actual

l 4
olvement in the maﬁagement of daycare centkrs and those obtained
~
in the gourse of clipical pract1ce As a rule, each of these data
f
sources1w111 be represented by d1fferent groups of experts, ahd

\

wh11e there may be ° concurrence amor{g a}l these tzfﬁs of experts,c“

0

A differences in evaluatlons are much more likely be the case.

' v

For the researchgg the effects and deslrablllty of daycare 1s an
-

open questlon to ba resolved by Sre verd1ct ‘of the f1nd1ngs The

major problenyusually confronting these experts is.a gap between

the ava1}ab1e research ané/the specific question at issue. Unfor-

tunately, def1n1t1ve studles are rarely at ha&d and the scientlsts

.statements concerning the effects of daycare and relevant parameters

v

¢
! must be qua11f1ed.. However, there is strlkrng variation among .
< [& ,

resgarchers as to the degree of evidence they maylrequire to make
. L.
an assertion at ‘a high level of confidenge, and as to -their wil}ing;

+ ¥

ness to bridge the gap between 'a modest data base and an impor tant

) P ]
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social judgment. Th1s is'not to say that sc1ent1sts should not\
’ t

:proffer evaluations regard1ng daycare or other issues df'moment but

in d01ng so, the cautions and caveats that our 11m1ted knowledge
» .
occaslons.should be detalled . AN v . .

- . -

i

-~ . >

Professaonal pract;thpers, in contra§t, can be more confldent
_inp their assertlons fhasmuch ds their evaluatlons, wh11e subjeculve,
carry no pretenslon beyOhd the range of thelf ability and experlence.

They do not speak in the name of Sclegce, 3 mantle that elicits an

i

- aura of 1mpersona1 ob3ect1v1ty and established fact. The frame
ofzreference of the professlonal‘jyéectly 1nqolved in daycare also .

d1ffers from that of the regearcher The former, in a very real

’

sense, has already made a commltmgnt to- propos1t;ons regarding

which -the resedrcher may -be’ uncertain. Thus, in genfral profeﬁz

L e .

.sionals 1nvolveo rP daycare ‘are llkqu to belleve in the p051t1ve

/7,
. ) value of daycare for the young chlad. If daycare were harmful to

3 .

‘children- or 1neffect1ve; they would presumably be engaged in some N
N

other act1v1ty The1r concerns are much more 11kely to Be with

»

the type of daycare program and mode of support rather than w1th

e the value of daycare as such The sc1ent1st—expert may take the

. posltlon that 1nd1v1dua11y based professlonal judgments ‘are an 1

/

unrellable data sou;gi‘and ought not enter into the dec1s16n making
) process.. This is a ca;alier,'although not uncommon, position;ln

2 ,». matters regarding‘children. ) ~ i v . .

. The issue of the relative weights of sqientifid‘versus othér

professional judgments in the evaluatlon of daycare, or Head Start,

or parent tralnjng, is.a complex one that warrants more exhaustlve

[}

.

10 . .
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analysis than the time limits bf this paper permit. For our *

hat one important parameter is

the adequacy of the research assessg ment--that is, the validity

of the measures,~ the,procedures, the comprehensiveness of the

evaluation, the degree of replicabi 1ty of research findings, the

degree of inference required and SO pn. Another parameter is the
. /.

extent of professional experience “wit h varying types of daycare ’

N
)

models and varying populatlons. E /

~ ' M
Ay

Judgments from another data source—-eXperience'derived from

s

clinical samples are, in thlS‘QEStang, unreliable. An observation

that a youngster who attended a daycare center has behavior problems

or that some children h.ve emotional disturbances that may be

. related to daycare placement provides no basig for a generalized

'Judgment about daycare.

« L3N Y

Moreover, concldsions based on untested

3

clinica__theory—1e.g.,'1t‘is‘harmful to maintain children in day-.

’

care centers because they will be depirived of maternal gratifiga-

tion of basic nurturance needs, ife no more than speculation and , "

~ do not carry the same status as research findings or d}rect daycare

f

observatr\\i. It may be noted that the ¢linician's perspective,

gua clinician, nd'less than the researcher s perSpective gﬂﬁ the'’

¥

practitioner [ perspective‘ disposes the expert towar% a particular

.

judgment. In general, the clinician tends to be disposed toward
a negative evaluation, the daycareirracg;tioner toward a positive

,

valuation, and the résearcher toward a skeptical evaluation.

< N

¢

The differing perspectives of thé researcher and the practi-

”
tioner, when taken_conJOintly, prov1deoa usefwl balance in’ the
. . ‘ s N h
" \ . 4 . _ 10
o, ' L 4 -
. 11 P T

4

-




h

i Y . ) -0- R . ".. \' f '
L Lo L : - Publib poljcy

" \ A e

¢ - ! - ’ - 11 Voo .,

I [ 4 + L
Y . . . . B - N

. .\“. ‘: /',‘y . ) ' .' - e - .
determlnat}on of publlg pollcy. A practltmoner 8 commltment toward

'h partlcular pmogram can be tempered an7 balanced by the reseacher g ]

u

.’\_/

‘which they were intended, despite the enthusiasm ofimany praétitioners

. 4

systematic%eva@uatron of that prOgram Conversely, the researcher’ s

“a »

evaluat1on Tran be tempered and balanced by the c11n1c1an s exper%ence."

Y o 1
Policy issues in regard to compensatory educatlon .are a case in

"e.\/- - o

point.~ The extenslve evaluation of federal fundlng of a number of
‘ -

,compen?atory educatlon programs has’ resulted in serlous questlonlnga

as to;whether these funds are accompllshlng the objéctlves'for<
- . - = . ‘

.

foxr these' pr.g‘ams. . At the same tl,me, the experlence and pegspec=

tive of the praﬁtltlongr has helped temper the negatlve conclus10ns<

drawn by some researchers. JFor example, practitloners dkperlencqs

3 - . ,,</~\§

with compensatory educational programs helped balance the. sweeplng W

N3 1

¢ ,
pessimistic generallzatlons and the‘unwarranted genetlc 1nferences .

»~ -

made by Jensen’ 1n ‘his proVocatlve Harvard Rev1ew.Paper (lQ‘g)

rl

These latter observatlons are partlcularly impbrtant - to ‘corisider

[y *

in fofmulatlng p lic pollcy, glven the  fact that the evaluatlon

Rd

data .used by‘Jen en were largely based on programs that took many

\ '

different forms, had been'in-effect'short periods of time, many"
- < . - . -

for a\yéar om less, -and were admintstered with wvarying degrees of

- . . . v v

t

efficiency and entgusiasm. : .-

-

v

'y . - ' L
Infédditi?§) the diffefing perspectives probided by the.

v e R .
researcher and the practitioner have different relatfonships to the

’
~

. . . . . . - ' ’
advocacy role, Professional practite implicitly entails a form of * |

adﬁocacy. The‘profess1onal'1nvolved_rn daycare is. an advocate of

- ) . ‘
4
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' make some tenslon betwee the re earcher and the prac&tloner ~.
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] daycare for ch11dren although poss1b1y not an advocate of federal -

’SUbSldlZﬁtlon .of daycare.. One mlght expect/then, that practltloners

i ]

will recognize tle need for and part1c1pate in chlld advocacy ‘pro-
v.

grams® at a much earlier point than the researcher cdncerned with
. ¢hild deVElopment:- Thus, iz/has been the profes51ona1 practitioners,
' —4,

‘plus a' sprlhkllng of researthers.

esglonal Bacbgrounds, who -

have been ;n the yanguard o t@;

- ~

’ &
.counteract ch11d abuse, to augment mental health research for Chlld-
ren, and to egpand the seope of daycage anad ofher early’ ChlldhOOd

fac111t1es. The 1n1t1a1 d1fferences in entry .in.the. advocacy role

almost 1nev1tab1e, a te slon th becomes exacerbated when a recent

arfival to a ch;ldaadvocacy cause becomes a'prlmary spokesperson

" in pollcy matters. T . . T

o - ¥ ,
+ Thé processaof advocady, 'while a directed effort to change

~

policy, sthld be\distinguished from'tbe more general role that .

psychologlsts could play in the formulatlon and 1mp1ementat10n of
. ‘ - <
pollcy POlle analysls entalls a cons1deratlon of alternatlves,
» :,‘. &
~1he potent1a1 beneflts and costs for each algerngtlve, and their 7 .

associated probab111t1es, reguire spec1f1cat10£ Moreover, soﬁe' -
,l ‘Y T . =‘

’ quantltatlye ordeflngmof the costs and beheflts, even if only Dn

a nomlnal scale, is requ1red The queétlon of who shall as51gn.'

[ )
he ¢

[y

Values to emotlonal costs, cognitive. gains, financ al XpendE?ures,

e \ X

mater1a1 welﬁgre, polltlcal 11ab111ty is a thorny .one s.
l‘?iati_on,

prbblem of ﬁow it should be done. In essence, the reco

- " v N bd v
N '
. . ‘ .
»r . ~ . M “a LRI
¢ . . r . . !
J .
~ . i AR S L
) . ' .
. 13. - - ‘ a
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_.of conflicting. values is the core of the political process.

“Whereas -adults may communicate their/interests through political
. : ' - -~
actions, children are not a potent constituency. 'Nor are very -

young,qpildren’capablé“of cognizing their interests. It appears
.. then that childgen's ihterests fequire representation by other

. ' . . . ”~ =
groups ‘or individuals. P‘&ents arey, of course, ‘the most impfrtant -

of these groups. Professionals constitute another group, thejr

vdlue attributions\frequentiy, But note always, éoiné%ding yith'
those of~paren£s. _

.The formulatioé,of bolicyientails étiil anothgr element thét
war;ants comment:‘namely the analyéis'of the forces necessary to
briﬁg about and'maintai; a poiicy,change. Thusz it is”insufficient

to decide that increased federal support of daycare is desirable
! . \

and™tc-allocate funds for this purpose if one cannot insure that

. ' ) .

daycare centers will maintain their vitality and effectiveness.

\{ "-\Analogously,_one might concur- in a policy permitting the use of
aversive procedures tb\modify the bghaviéi 3£c§§ripusly disturbed

1]

children engaged in self-destructive actions. -However, if one

//cﬁuld not cont}pl the spreaa of aversive methods Sfxﬁehavior control

to a wiﬁer array of children, or the use of .these avers;be’proce-

s »

\ﬁyres as’pupIEBment for deviations from prescribed behaviors, then
the adoption of the policy will have proved to have been counter-
: \ 4

productive. In-éhort, policy formulation and research entail a

% .

comprehensive analysis.of options and their consequences. The

) - »
, ‘pPolicy mak\g should have a systems orientation, sensitive to the

-~ ]

- L

k
2
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ripples and countercurrents ‘that adoption.of a particular polrcy

‘might initiate. Therefore, policy research, whether cartried out
n .

by a'psycholoqﬁit or another professional, must be, 'to quote -
Etziani (1971), “fnevitably critical."

Aavocacy may coﬁstitute the outcome of a particular .policy
N .
ana}ysis but(not necessarily. Advocacy can be more fruitfully -

conteived \as the expression of a particular interest group. Since
the interest group with which we are coneerwtd consists of children
/ who cannot articulate and act in an organized manner on their

interests,’ we believe that it-is entirely proper that-psychologists--
» i —~

S

whether investigators or practitioners, also function in _an advocacy

“role.

- B -—
.

. . L . » . . p 4 .
Individuals whose professiqn is intimately 1inked to children--.
t /\ : . LN Y
research scientists, clinicians, educators, pediatricians, pro-

bation. officers--the list is long and should, of course, include

, - ‘ )
\ parents--have a special responsibility toward children. Many

7

derive their 11ve11hood from %ork w1th children by observing them,.

wr1t1ng about them or through 1ectur1ng about them, and for.th;s

,reasgn, if for no other, have an obligation to represent the best.
iﬁterests of children, however one ‘defipnés "best interests." In

. using'wor§f eueh as "obligations" and "responsibility,"” one runs

-;the risk 'of appeariug morélistic, even paffronizing. However, we
would sd'gest that the "eught" implied in these phrases does not

- derive from the 1nvocat10n of "a’ superego”-type structure, but
rather is based upon.a clarlflcatipn of the d1men51ons and ram1f1-

. cations of a professional role thdt entalls involvement w1th

.children. There is extant a view of this professional role that

1

o, ’ 15 e
v ) ' ’
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encourages dissociation from fnvolvement in the representipg of

ch11dren [ 1nterests and in the real world of pollcy and politics.

T

'However, we are assertlng that by virtue of the1r professlonal

» activities in studying and working with chlldren and their families,.

”

‘ © psychologists . have also acquired the role of being one of the spokes-

-

.

persons for-chlldren.

* At th1s p01nt we turn to the second .principal issue to which-
thlS paper is %ddressed——namely, the mechanism for part101pat10n

\\\ of psycholodgists as advocates and as experts in furthering the

best,1nterest§ oﬁ»children. Another way of phrasing this issue is

to ask who shall be the expert and child advocate. There is, of

* : \ )

course, the obvious distinction between individuals‘who speak for
N\

themselves and 1nd1v1dua1s who speak for the professlon. Any

psychOIOglst can presumably speak for hlm/herself in suppprt of

,a value affectlng chlldren. The interesting.question is how the
profes51on can arrive at agreement regarding evaluation of instru-

menta11t1es, apd art;culatlon of chlldren s needs, and how 1t can

-

. best represeﬂt agreement and dlfferences in views, whef the 1atter ’

»

) ex1st, astthéy so often do, in the 1mp1ementat10n of publi¢ policy

for chlldren. X T .“vf - i
In stating the ‘question in this form,’ 1b’t§'klear that’ we are
exp;esslng some d1ssa£1sfaotlon with the current stat?,of affairs
with respeo: to.the pasticipation of psychologf‘ts in the formulation
?IOf publlc policy that affects chzbdren. From our perspgective, -the
role that psychology and psychologlsts have played i he'3901al

policy~arena has freguent1y4been idiosyncratiég, haphazard, and

v ‘ /
< . ' . T, AN
- B ’ '/ J- ' T, . L4
R ]

g 0 16 R .‘
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often_fortuitous. In: addition, as has been indicated earlier,

-participation in the policy process has been characterized by

- i [3

A tension between the "experts and "advocates" and also by ambi~
valence, espeCially on the part of scientist experts. Many of .
i Al

the latter often, and appropriately, have serious reservations

ahout extrapolating from available data to qpmplex social propo-

"

sitions. As a consequence, they guestion the legitimacy of psycho-

logists leaV1ng the worl@ of scientific jSurnals and monographs ..

- ‘and engaging in the world of social policy. pther researchefs, - .

» M E . ' .
gi¥en the sdme data base, have no hesitation in asserting "scientifigqg"

justificat‘pn for a major social policy position. Still other . -

researchers, perhaps reluctantly, assumexthe mantle of: social

.

\ : . s ‘
responsibility and act as spokespeople for the scientifi¢ profes-

sional, with the implicit assumption of the irrelevancy of the

1=

wealthnof«practitioner observations.

As a conseqguente, when not haphazard, the participation of

'psychologists in the policy process has been elitist and restric- ax

\

tive.

4
a democratic voté.

: *
that’ co'Lensus among 1nvestigators plays an

scientific process ‘of winnowing fact from fiction.

and most .importarnt, the™current state of. knowledge regarding the

p—

.
b o

At the same time, it must also be recodnizqd

~

In addition,

developznent of the child allows for v; little expressxon ' of
c

scientific certainties. Under these

S
of many psychologists, including practitioners, become pertinent. Co
AN . ’ — N . o

-

We recognize that scientific issues Cannot be resolved by ;g

1mportant role in the

umstances, the Judgmen;gi

E 3
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children.

A

N

A mechanism is needed that)wo ld facilitate the participation of

the ﬁsychoiogicel conmunity in» e policy'Taking process_and that s:
would\prOVide a conduit . to the policy{make;s for the transnission |
of professlonal judgme;:; regardlng p011Cy'fssues pertalning to

One of the 1mportant consequences of such an endeavor-

is. that oifferlng values, as well as differing 1nterpretat10ns

of extant. data, wouId be communlcated . Given the state of

sc1ent1ch and c11n1c‘1 knowledge of ch11dren and their settlngs,,

Y

and the low probability of definjtiv

-,

future, values, explicit or implicit, inevitably enter into the .

data in the very near -

w

© ..."' N B RS
,evaluatlon,process. . L , N

%
What 1s requlred then, is a-structure by which all psychologlsts

who deal w1th ch11dren have an opportun1ty to participate in the
4

The open workshops on social policy affectlng
I

children that were‘held just prior to the 1977 meetings of the
L

pollcy d1alogue.

SQC1etx'for Research in Chl;d Development are an example and, a
However,

step in,tﬁe direction we are advecating. convention

pdfticipation is of necgssity limited--limited in time and atten-

danqe. The Association for the Advancement of Psychology proVﬁdes'
v . * - ‘

’

avery useful forum for the interchange between'psychology and legis-

latures. Psychologists‘have inéut into thisfiqserdhange,through

. theéiTr elected trustees, through volunteer activity and through S

v 9 ° PO

survey responses. '

Orgamnization at local~1evels'of’psychologists{
with feedback of expert judgments and advocacy positions to AAP or

i . 1 . . .
a central APA group, would provide the range of views required to

arrive at.représentative judgmeAts.‘ Equally important, it would

.

L
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 offer a mechan1sm by‘Whlch p§yChologlsts can become involved in -

-~

" the current ferment of pollcy con51derataontaffect1hg ch11 en.

- . D1v1s10n 9 g APA SPSSI has organized local chapters that

A Y
concern themselves with’ a varrety of local and natlonal 1ssues to

wh;cH psychologlcal know&edge is germane‘r .The SPSSI model can

be profltably extehded' to other d1v131ons of. APA that are concerned
_,with chlldrenxs lssuestl bach-d1v1s10n.mlght app01nt a d1v1s10na1
1eve1 pollcv'commxttee{or m»oht nomlnate members tolaicentral APA,
'cammltteeV The: funetlon\oﬁ the.XfA 1eve1 commlttee would‘be to
org:;%ze andosummarlze the statements recelved from local chapters.

L}

The APA committee N ch11dren's pollci'yould alSo d1str15ute to

.v‘

) the loca14ﬁomm1ttéés ‘a set o% policy quesblons for thelr con51dera—
‘tgon. The’latter) of course,‘need not iestglct themselves solelyJ
to the‘rndicatéd topICS but éould'fEVlew other 1ssues that. have ;
spec;al local relevance.' It ds‘true that these local chapters

o

might be made up‘of a pOtpodrrl pf deve10pmental psychologrsts

who ca11 theﬁ%elves basmc sé1ent1sts, app11ed researchers, early
\'."u -‘!‘ ‘/

ch11dho0d eéucators, d11n1c1ans, tepchers and adm1n1strators.

-

However -whethes ar not the 'melu&ng—pot" theory W111 apply td th1s

;‘ mlx.of populatlons, they have 9¢méth1pg\f0 learn ‘from each other,

-

.and our‘thrnsgng and advodacy régardlng polxc1es affecting chlldren -

- 5 i . - “/
should be the better for zt ' e ' ",{" : ;!

P

Lol
L]

In the last anal;kls, we. are all advocates,aelther through

"

conscious’ support of a gartlcular polxcy or throu?h pas31ve 1nact10n.
‘

A .

.J- '

Inasmuch as we are professronals who, .through practice or research
f A '
are involved w1th ch11dren @ copnscious, and shared articulation and

formulatron of pollcy,lssues would seem the appropriate patﬁ to

pursue.’
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